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Filed: August 9, 1999

UNI TED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
NORTHERN DI STRI CT OF CALI FORNI A

Inre Bankruptcy Case
No. 98- 30535\WDM

| NTERNATI ONAL CAB COVPANY, | NC.

a California Corporation, dba Chapter 7

NATI ONAL CAB COVPANY,
Debt or .

MEMORANDUM DECI SI ON

| . | nt r oducti on

The court issued an order to show cause re contenpt to Lisa
M chaels, Jill Wiss, and their counsel Abranson & Smth, LLP
(collectively, “Respondents”) for an alleged violation of the
automatic stay under 11 U.S.C. 8§ 362(a)(3). The trustee
(“Trustee”) alleged Respondents violated the stay by attenpting
to anmend a state court judgnment agai nst the debtor, International
Cab Co. (“International”) to include the nanes of National Cab Co.
(“National”) and Janes O Connor (“QO Connor”) as alter ego judgnment
debtors.

The court has considered the Trustee’'s Motion for Order to
Show Cause Re Contenpt; Respondents’ Response to the Mdtion
(“Response”); Respondents’ Suppl enental Response (“Suppl enent al
Response”), to which the Trustee has declined the opportunity to

respond in witing;, and the argunents of counsel at hearings on
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June 30, and July 30, 1999. For the reasons that follow, the
court finds Respondents violated the automatic stay and are in
civil contenpt. The court has discretion under 11 U.S.C. § 105(a)
to i nmpose sanctions for civil contenpt for automatic stay
violations. The Trustee shall be awarded $1, 000 agai nst
Respondents as partial conpensation for the Trustee s costs and
fees in filing and prosecuting the notion for the Order to Show
Cause.
1. Facts

On Septenber 3, 1997, Lisa Mchaels and Jill Wiss obtained a
state court judgnent against International for personal injuries
sustained in an accident while passengers in a taxicab owned by
International. At that tinme, International’s insurance conpany
was in insolvency proceedings and was unable to satisfy any
insurance clains. International petitioned the state court for a
two nonth stay of execution of the judgnent. During this period,

O Connor incorporated National and inmmediately transferred

International’s assets to National, while leaving all liabilities
in International. O Connor is the sole sharehol der and president
of both conpanies. International filed a Chapter 7 bankruptcy

petition approximately four nonths later. Under 11 U.S.C
8§ 362(a), the petition stayed Respondents fromenforcing their
j udgnent agai nst | nternational.
Respondents then filed a fraudul ent transfer action in state
court based upon the transfer of International’s assets to

National. Fraudulent transfer clains are property of the estate
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and can only be asserted by the Trustee.! The Trustee notified
Respondents of the automatic stay violation and requested that
Respondents dism ss their suit, which they did.

The Trustee then reached a settlenent with O Connor and
Nat i onal which rel eased each of themfromany further clainms by
the Trustee or the estate. Respondents objected to the
settlenment, and a hearing was held in which Respondents’
obj ections were overrul ed. At the hearing, Respondents were
infornmed that any alter ego cl ai m based upon the fraudul ent
transfer was property of the estate. Follow ng the settlenent,
Respondents filed a notion to anend (“Mdtion to Amend”) their
state court judgnent for personal injuries to include National and
O Connor as alter ego judgnent debtors under California Code of
G vil Procedure section 187.

[, | ssues Presented

May Respondents assert an alter ego clai magainst National or
O Connor ?

Have Respondents violated the automatic stay by filing the
Motion to Anend?

|f the automatic stay has been viol ated, can Respondents be
held in contenpt and thereby ordered to pay danages to the
Trust ee?

| V. Di scussi on

A. The Alter Ego Doctrine

1 Under 11 U.S.C. § 541, the bankruptcy estate includes “al
| egal or equitable interests of the debtor in Property as of the
commencenent of the case.” These interests include fraudul ent
transfer actions. Anerican National Bank of Austin v.
Mort gageAnerica Corp. (ln re MrtgageAnerica Corp.), 714 F. 2d 1266
(5th CGr. 1983).
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The alter ego doctrine is used to establish the direct
l[iability of a sharehol der or owner when that sharehol der or owner
i nproperly uses the corporate entity to commt acts which harmthe
corporation itself, or third persons involved with the
corporation. State |aw determ nes who has standing to assert an
alter ego claimwhen the corporate entity which has been abused
subsequently files bankruptcy. CBS, Inc. v. Folks (In re Folks),
211 B.R 378, 385 (9th Gir. BAP 1997) (“Folks”). Both

I nternational and National are incorporated in California.
O Connor is a resident of California. Therefore, California | aw
is controlling on the issue of standing to bring an alter ego
claimin this case.

The California Suprene Court has described the use of the
alter ego doctrine as foll ows:

The alter ego doctrine arises when a plaintiff cones
into court claimng that an opposing party is using the
corporate formunjustly and in derogation of the
plaintiff's interests. (6 Wtkin, Summary of Cal. Law
(8th ed. 1974) Corporations, 8 5, p.4318.) 1In certain
circunstances the court wll disregard the corporate
entitK and will hold the individual shareholders Iiable
for the actions of the corporation: “As the separate
personality of the corporation is a statutory privil ege,
It must be used for legitimte business purposes and
must not be perverted. Wen it is abused it wll be

di sregarded and the corporation | ooked at as a
col l ection or association of individuals, so that the
corporation will be liable for acts of the stockhol ders
or the stockholders Iiable for acts done in the nanme of
the corporation.” (Comrent, Corporations: Disregarding
Corporate Entity: One Man Conpany (1925) 13 Cal.L. Rev.
235, 237.)

Mesl er v. Bragg Managenent Co., 39 Cal. 3d 290, 300, 702 P.2d 601,
216 Cal. Rptr. 443 (1985).

The case of Autonotriz Del Golfo De California v. Resnick, 47

Cal. 2d 792, 306 P.2d 1 (1957) earlier set forth two prerequisites

for the application of the alter ego doctrine. They are “(1)
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that there be such unity of interest and ownership that the
separate personalities of the corporation and the individual no
| onger exist and (2) that, if the acts are treated as those of the
corporation alone, an inequitable result will follow” 1d. at
796.

B. Ceneralized Alter Ego C ains

California |law di stinguishes two types of alter ego clai ns:
generalized and particul arized. Folks, 211 B.R at 385, 387.
Generalized clains are those which derive fromharmto the
corporation and could be asserted by any creditor of the
corporation. |d. at 387. In other words, the corporation itself
is injured in such a way that each of its creditors is injured
vicariously through the injury to the corporation. The
corporation is the initial target of the injury. Were the injury
is to the corporation itself, the claimfor that injury is for the
benefit of the corporation, and is therefore the property of the
estate. 1d. at 387, 388. “[(Qnly the Debtor or Trustee has
standing to assert the alter ego claimwhere injury to the
corporation is alleged.” In re Davey Roofing Inc., 167 B.R 604,
608 (Bankr. C.D. Cal. 1994).

The resolution of the standing i ssue depends upon whet her the
alter ego claimis the property of the estate or instead bel ongs
to a particular creditor. Folks, 211 B.R at 387. If the alter
ego claimis property of the estate, then it can only be asserted

by the Trustee. Davey Roofing, 167 B.R at 606. Alternatively,

if it is not estate property, then the creditor nmay assert the
claim The Trustee “may not enforce rights of action which bel ong

to the creditors individually because they are not rights in which
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t he bankrupt clains an interest and are not assets of the estate
in bankruptcy.” Stodd v Gol dberger, 73 Cal. App. 3d 827, 835, 141
Cal . Rptr. 67 (1977).

In Davey, creditor S-G Wiol esale filed a state court claim
agai nst Donal d Davey as the alter ego of Davey Roofing, Inc.
S- G Whol esal e al | eged that Davey had abused the corporate
entity by comm ngling corporate funds with personal funds,
whi ch Davey then withdrew for personal use. S G Wholesale
al | eged that Davey Roofing was unable to pay its debt due to
the transfer of funds. Davey Roofing then filed a Chapter 11
petition and requested the bankruptcy court to determ ne
whet her S-G Whol esale’s alter ego claimwas property of the
est at e.

The Davey court determ ned that the alter ego cl aimwas
property of the estate because injury to the corporation had
been all eged. The court stated:

In the case at bar, S-G alleges that Debtor’s

Brincipal nisaﬁproprlated for his own benefit assets

el onging to the bankrupt corporation, to the

detriment of the estate and all of Debtor’s

creditors, rather than any individual creditor.

Thus, Debtor [or the Trustee in bankruptcy] is the

proper party to assert alter ego clains, and all of

Debtor’s creditors are bound by the outconme of the

estate’s action.
Davey, 167 B.R at 608.

Simlarly, in Folks, creditor CBS Inc., alleged that Byron
Fol ks, as the alter ego of BYCA, Inc., had “failed to observe
any corporate formalities with respect to BYCA and used bank
accounts and funds of BYCA for personal and famly
expenditures. This is a general claimbecause all creditors

are affected and no particularized injury to CBS exists.”
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Fol ks, 211 B.R at 387.

C. Particul arized Alter Ego d ai ns

Particularized alter ego clains are distinguished by
direct harmto a creditor and do not derive from general harm
to the corporation. |If a claimis particularized, then it is
not property of the estate because it only benefits that
particular creditor. Folks, 211 B.R at 387. The trustee
cannot assert the claimbecause he can only assert clains which
benefit the entire estate. |In that situation, the individual
creditor is the proper person to assert the claim *“In
California, only a creditor with a particularized injury has
standing to assert an alter ego claim” |d. at 385.

The case of Vari abl e-Paraneter Fi xture Devel opnent

Corporation v. Mrpheus Lights, Inc. and John Ri chardson, 945

F. Supp. 603 (S.D.N Y. 1996) provides an exanple of an alter
ego cl ai mbased upon a particularized injury.? Variable

i nvol ved a claimof patent infringenent agai nst Morpheus, and
agai nst Richardson as the alter ego of Mrpheus. Ri chardson
was the sol e sharehol der and president of Mrpheus. Variable
clainmed that R chardson had “actively participated in the
willful infringenment of the ...patent and [was] personally
liable for the damages arising fromhis tortuous conduct.” The
patent infringenent suit was subsequently stayed when Morpheus

filed a bankruptcy petition. Variable, 945 F. Supp. at 605,

2 This case was decided in the Southern District of New York
using California law to anal yze the alter ego clainms. The court
stated that because “defendants are both residents of California
and because the alter ego claimw |l bear directly on the |egal
status of a California corporation, California law w || be applied
to the alter ego clains.” Variable, 945 F. Supp. at 607.
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606.

The court in Variable determ ned that although the
bankruptcy petition stayed the suit agai nst Mrpheus, it did
not stay the suit against R chardson. 1d. at 608. The court
reasoned that the alter ego cl ai magainst Ri chardson was for a
particul arized injury and was therefore not property of the
bankruptcy estate, and not subject to the automatic stay. [d.
Thi s reasoni ng was based upon the fact that Richardson’s
al | eged patent infringenent had not harned the debtor
corporation, Mrpheus, but had instead caused harmdirectly to
Vari able. The Variable court explained that the basis of the
alter ego claimwas that Ri chardson had:

directly and actively participated in ... wllful

infringement [of the patent]. Variable clains that

as the alter ego of Mrpheus, Richardson caused harm

directly to Variable. |n other words, Variable has

al l eged a “ﬁarticularlzed injury” and not solely

injury to the corporation. Accordingly, the clalns do

not fall within the anbit of the automatic stay
appl i cabl e to Mrpheus.

D. Respondents’ Alter Ego d aim

In their Response, Respondents state: “The purpose of the
Motion to Anend Judgnent in the state court is to add the nanes
of the defendants, National Cab Conpany, Inc. and Janes E.

O Connor, both of which are nondebtors, pursuant to
California s alter ego doctrine, in the personal clains of Lisa
M chaels and Jill Wiss for damages for personal injury.”
(Response, page 2, lines 4-7.) This statenment assunes that
Respondents can assert a particul arized alter ego clai mbased

on their personal injuries.




© 0O N O 0o b~ W N B

N N N NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
oo N o oo M WO N P O O 0O N OO0 MM ODN - O

To assert a particularized alter ego claim Respondents
must allege direct injuries caused by an abuse of the corporate
entity. The abuse of the corporate entity in this case rel ates
only to the fraudulent transfer, not to the personal injuries.
Injury resulting fromthe fraudulent transfer is not a direct
injury particularized to Respondents. |Instead, the fraudul ent
transfer injured International directly, and each of its
creditors indirectly. At the second hearing, Respondents
conceded that any contract creditor of International could have
stated a cl ai mbased on the fraudulent transfer. Therefore, an
alter ego claimarising out of the fraudulent transfer is
general i zed.

In the Motion to Amend, Respondents state:

James E. O Connor nani pul ated the assets of Internationa

and this taxicab business so that he and National would

continue to benefit fromthe assets now naintained by

National while the liabilities remained with

International. Once Janmes E. O Connor singlehandedly

acconpl i shed the transfer of all International’s assets to

National, he drove the undercapitalized corporation into

bankruptcy with $1.6 nmillion in debts. Cdearly, the

transfers of International’s assets to National were to
the detrinment of International’s creditors.
Motion to Anend, page 9, lines 26-28, page 10, lines 1-3.

Thi s passage provides the basis for a generalized alter
ego claim not a particularized alter ego claim Al of
International’s creditors were harnmed by the actions of
O Connor, not just Respondents. Respondents have not been
harmed directly by O Connor’s abuse of the corporate entity,
but rather indirectly through his transfer of assets which
caused International to be unable to satisfy Respondents’

judgnment. The harm caused to Respondents is that |nternational

-O-




© 0O N O 0o b~ W N B

N N N NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
oo N o oo M WO N P O O 0O N OO0 MM ODN - O

cannot pay its debts to Respondents and other creditors. This
is the sane harmcaused to all of International’s creditors.
Respondents have suffered no particularized injury.

Respondents assert that their clains are particularized
because Respondents suffered direct personal injuries while
there was no “personal” injury to International. This argunent
focuses on the state court personal injury clains. As stated
previously, no alter ego claimcan be stated based upon the
personal injuries. Respondents have not alleged that O Connor
used International in a manner that caused the personal
injuries.

In the Suppl enmental Response, Respondents rely upon Caplin
v. Marine Mdland Grace Trust Co., 406 U S. 416, 92 S. C
1678, 32 L. Ed.2d 195 (1971) and Wllians v. California First
Bank, 859 F.2d 664 (9th Cir. 1988) to support the proposition

that the Trustee does not have standing to assert an alter ego
cl ai m based upon Respondents’ personal injuries because the
personal injury judgnment is not recoverable on behalf of the
estate. Wiile Caplin and WIllians do stand for the proposition
that a trustee may not assert clains on behalf of individual
creditors, the facts of the instant case are distingui shable
fromcCaplin and WIlians.

The issue here is not what actions the trustee may bring
but what actions Respondents (or any other creditors of this
estate) may not bring. Caplin involved an attenpt by a trustee
under former Chapter X of the Bankruptcy Act to sue an
i ndenture trustee for the debtor’s debentures based upon the

indenture trustee’s alleged failure to fulfill obligations
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under the indenture. The Suprene Court rejected the trustee’s
contentions, holding that nothing in the Bankruptcy Act (and
certainly nothing simlar exists under the Bankruptcy Code
today) authorizes a trustee to collect noney not owed to the
estate. Caplin, 406 U S. at 428. Further, the debenture

hol ders thensel ves could pursue clains directly against their

i ndenture trustee and a suit by the trustee on behalf of the

i ndenture hol ders m ght be inconsistent with i ndependent
actions they mght be allowed to bring thenmselves. 1d. at 431,
432.

In Wllianms, the Ninth Crcuit foll owed Caplin and
rejected an attenpt by a trustee to prosecute clains that
i ndividual creditors held against a third party and assigned to
the trustee. WIlians, 859 F.2d at 667.

The Trustee in the instant case has settled a fraudul ent
transfer claimwhich benefits all of International’s creditors.
The issue of National’s and O Connor’s liability for the
generalized injury to the estate has already been resol ved.
What remains for Trustee concerns paynment of the settl enent
debt; this affects all of International’s creditors, and was
resol ved by the Trustee' s settlenment of the fraudul ent
transfer. The Trustee in not attenpting to assert a personal
injury claimwhich belongs to Respondents.

Respondents nmake the additional argunment that their
injuries are particul arized because the fraudul ent transfer,
and therefore, the alter ego liability, was in response to
their personal injury judgnents. No case |aw has been found,

and none has been offered, to suggest that the type of alter
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ego claimnmay be determned by the alleged alter ego’s
notivations. Respondents’ aggressive pursuit of the state
court judgnent may have been the reason that O Connor acted,
but still the harmis to the corporation. Even if the
fraudul ent transfer was a specific effort to avoid
Respondent’ s judgnent, the alter ego claimis determ ned by the
injury directly caused by the fraudul ent transfer.

I nternational has been directly harned by the fraudul ent
transfer. Therefore, Respondents cannot assert a

particul arized alter ego clai mbased upon the personal
injuries, or upon the fraudul ent transfer.

E. The Automatic Stay

Respondents argue that they are not in violation of the
automatic stay because they are not attenpting to amend their
judgnment to include the nane of the debtor, International. In
their Response, Respondents state “[t]he automatic stay applies
only to the debtor, International Cab Conpany, Inc. and it does
not apply to any person or entity except the debtor.”

(Response, page 2, lines 14-15.) Wile the automatic stay does
not apply to clains against nondebtors, it does apply to clains
agai nst property of the estate under 11 U.S.C. § 362(a)(3).

The facts which provide the basis for Respondents’ state court
anendnent are the sane facts used by the Trustee to assert the
fraudulent transfer. |In the Mdition to Arend, Respondents
st at e:

Said notion is made pursuant to Code of Civil

Procedure Section 187, on the grounds that plaintiffs

obt ai ned a judgnent against International Cab

Conmpany, Inc.; after the entry of said judgnent
| nternational Cab Conpany, Inc. transferred all of
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its assets to National Cab Conpany, Inc. for

i nadequat e consi deration and for the purpose of

{{audulently avoi ding plaintiff’s judgnent agai nst
Motion to Anend, page 1, |ines 24-28.
Respondents are essentially reasserting the fraudul ent transfer
claim Because Respondents are in effect pursuing the
fraudul ent transfer claim although under a different nane,
they are attenpting to enforce a claimwhich is property of
the estate.

The Trustee's settlenent of the fraudul ent transfer
i ncluded the rel ease of O Connor and National fromany further
clains based on that cause of action. The settlenment is
property of the estate under 11 U S.C. 8§ 541 (a)(1) because it
is derived fromthe fraudulent transfer claimwhich is property
of the estate. Respondents are interfering with this property
because the Mdtion to Amend, if granted, would jeopardize the
rel ease of O Connor and National agreed to in the settlenent.
11 U.S.C. 8 362 (a)(3) provides that the filing of a bankruptcy
petition operates as a stay of “any act to obtain possession of
property of the estate or of property fromthe estate or to
exercise control over property of the estate[.] Respondents’
attenpt to interfere with the terns of the settlenent is an
attenpt to exercise control over property of the estate.

Respondents’ interference with the settlement, in a |arger
sense, prospectively undermnes the Trustee’s ability to settle
general alter ego clains. If individual creditors are
subsequently allowed to take actions which argue the sane

clainms that the Trustee is enpowered to settle, the ability of
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the Trustee to settle such clainms is weakened. The Trustee
must be able conclusively to release parties fromfuture clains
as part of a settlenent. Al creditors claimng through a

generalized alter ego claimnust abide by the settlenent

negoti ated by the Trustee. Davey Roofing, 167 B.R at 608.3

The Trustee negotiated a settl enent under which the estate
is currently receiving paynents secured by the assets of
National. The Trustee contends that the Mdtion to Arend could
jeopardi ze the ability of National to continue making these
paynments, thus damaging the estate. In addition, if
Respondents are allowed to amend the state court judgnent,
not hi ng woul d prevent International’s other creditors pursuing
O Connor and National in a simlar manner. This potentia
scenario violates one of the main objectives of the automatic
stay. That is, the ability of the Trustee to adm nister the
assets of the estate in an orderly and equitabl e manner.

The automatic stay is one of the fundanental debtor

protections provided by the bankruptcy laws. ... The

automatic stay al so provides creditor protection.

Wthout it, certain creditors would be able to pursue

their own renedi es against the debtor’s propertK.

Those who acted first would obtain paynment of the

clainms in preference to and to the detrinent of other

creditors. Bankruptcy is designed to provide an

orderly liquidation procedure under which al

creditors are treated equally.
Harsh Investnent Corp. v. Bialac (In re Bialac), 712 F.2d 426,
431 (9th Gr. 1983), citing HR Rep. No. 95-595, 95th Cong.,

2d Sess. at 340 (1977).

® Respondents did not appeal this court’s order approving
the Trustee's settlenent with O Connor and Nati onal .
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F. Sanctions for Contenpt of the Automatic Stay

Violations of the automatic stay are normally sanctioned
under 11 U. S.C. 8 362(h) which states: “An individual injured
by any willful violation of a stay provided by this section
shal | recover actual damages, including costs and attorneys
fees, and, in appropriate circunstances, nay recover punitive
damages.” Although a trustee is not an “individual” who may
recover damages for violation of the automatic stay under 11
US C 8§ 362(h), a bankruptcy court nmay award sanctions to a
trustee under its contenpt power. Havelock v. Taxel (ln re

Pace), 67 F.3d 187, 193 (9th Cir. 1995).

The Trustee has requested that Respondents be sancti oned
inthis matter. The court has discretion under 11 U S. C. 8§
105(a) to inpose sanctions for contenpt for violation of the
automatic stay. 1d. Section 105(a) provides:

The court may issue any order, process, or judgnment

that is necessary or_aPproprlate to carry out the

provisions of this title. No provision of this title

providing for the raising of an issue by a party in

I nterest shall be construed to preclude the court

from sua sponte, taking any action or making any

determ nation necessary or appropriate to enforce or

i npl ement court orders or rules, or to prevent an

abuse of process.

The Ninth Crcuit has stated that “[section 105(a) is
broad enough to provide relief to those entities that are
injured by willful violations of the automatic stay, but cannot

recover under 8 362(h).” State of California Enpl oynent

Devel opnent Dept. v. Taxel (In re Del Mssion Limted), 98 F. 3d

1147, 1152 (9th Gr. 1996). A violation of the automatic stay
may be considered willful even in the absence of any intent to

violate the stay. The violationis willful if “the defendant
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knew of the automatic stay and ... the defendants’s actions
whi ch violated the stay were intentional.” Goichnman v. Bl oom

(Ln_re Bloom), 875 F.2d 224, 227 (9th Cir. BAP 1989).

Respondents were clearly aware of the automatic stay, and their
actions in filing the notion to anmend the state court judgnent
were intentional.

Respondent s have been advised tw ce that any cl ai m based
on a fraudulent transfer is property of the estate: once when
the Trustee requested that Respondents dismss their state
court fraudulent transfer action, and again at the hearing on
approval of the Trustee's settlenent with National and
O Connor. Therefore, it may be inferred that Respondents have
chosen to disregard the instructions of the court, and are
therefore in contenpt.

V. Di sposition

For the foregoing reasons, Respondents have violated the
automatic stay and are in contenpt. The court acknow edges
that the issues raised by this controversy are difficult and
not always clear to practitioners not famliar with the
appl i cabl e bankruptcy doctrines at play. Because it is a
particularly obtuse area of the |law, and further because the
court is satisfied that Respondents seened to have nmade a good
faith effort to attenpt to avoid the reach of 11 U S. C
8 362(a), including their consultation w th bankruptcy counsel,
the court does not regard the violations as malicious or in bad
faith. That being said, Respondents will have to get the
message once and for all that they may not interfere with the

Trustee’s rights. They were warned once by the Trustee when
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they attenpted to prosecute their fraudul ent transfer action;
t hey were adnoni shed by the court at the hearing on the
settlenment. Thus today’s decision, while not in the nature of
injunctive relief (as none was sought) should constitute a
severe warning to Respondents to put this entire matter behind
themas difficult as that may be. The court will tenperate
sanctions based upon the foregoi ng reasons and further because
of the very difficult situation Ms. Mchaels and Ms. Wi ss have
encountered after suffering personal injuries. |If there is any
further disregard for these bankruptcy principles, however, the
court will not be so considerate.

Attorney’'s fees and costs are appropriate as a basis for
awar di ng damages for violation of the automatic stay under 11

US C 8§ 105(a). Inre Pace at 192. Therefore, the court wll

order that wwthin ten days of service of the order to be
present ed, Respondents shall pay $1,000 to the Trustee as
partial conpensation for the Trustee's costs and fees in filing
and defending the notion to show cause re contenpt for
violating the automatic stay.

The Trustee should submt a formof order consistent with
the foregoing and shall conply with B.L.R 9021-1 and 9022-1.
Dat ed: August _ , 1999

Denni s Mont al
Uni ted States Bankruptcy Judge
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